Goldwin Smith once commented that his political consciousness was rather early awakened. It did not slumber until his death at the age of eighty-six. He supported the repeal of the Corn Laws, but was too young to take any real part in the contest. One of the prime movers, in the eighteen-fifties, for reform of Oxford University (where from 1858 to 1866 he was Regius Professor of Modern History), he was perhaps more responsible than any other single individual for the eventual abolition, in 1871, of religious tests at the universities. A member of the Church of England, he yet believed strongly in the separation of church and state, considering their union a patent injustice, which made the church political, without making the state religious. The most brilliant exposition of the Little Englanders' belief in colonial emancipation was given in the letters which he wrote for the Daily News in 1862-3, and which he later published in book form as The Empire. These imperialist or anti-imperialist views, which were broadly those of the Manchester School, are too well known to need elaboration here.
During the early stages of the American Civil War he was one of a small group of Englishmen-among whom were Bright, Cobden, John Stuart Mill, and Leslie Stephen-who strongly supported the cause of the North when majority opinion in the country, led by The Times, was warmly in favour of the South. Goldwin Smith spent the last three months of 1864 in the United States, travelling and lecturing and trying to persuade Americans that the hands of all Englishmen were not against them. Shortly after his return to England, Cobden wrote to John Bright, "Goldwin Smith says he has come back a confirmed radical and free churchman, and less impatient because more assured of liberal progress .... His pen is a power in the State.'" For the next half century it was to remain a power in three countries--Great Britain, Canada, and the United States--all of whose politics he attempted to guide through the remote control of the press. The American characteristic which struck him most forcibly in the eighteen-sixties was that which had so impressed De TocquevilIe thirty years earlier, namely the widespread belief in equality and the relative absence of class divisions. The equality which he had in mind, and which he considered the real essence of democracy, was not that of intellect, wealth, or influence, but of status in the community and the right to consideration, equality in the sense of negation of privilege. Social equality was unpopular with later nineteenth-century EnglishlLetter of January 16, 1865, written two and a half months before Cobden died on April 2, 1865; quoted in John Morley, Life of Richard Cobden (14th ed., London, 1910 ),927. men, who, as Matthew Arnold remarked, almost made a religion of inequality, a fact to which he attributed England's lack of civilization. Lord Beaconsfield, Sir Erskine May, and Robert Lowe were all its vocal critics, while Gladstone rightly pointed out that there was no political idea which had had less influence on British political institutions than the love of equality. The love of freedom itself he thought scarcely stronger in England than the love of aristocracy?
Goldwin Smith was not the man to be perturbed by unpopularity. He told his fellow-countrymen that a man must go to America to appreciate what a sense of security really free institutions gave, to know not ouly general prosperity but the blessing of living in a state of equality instead of a society of extremes, and to understand the strength of a government which no one wished to subvert, because it was the government of the whole people. He was critical of the American system of an elective presidency and judiciary, but on the whole considered the country's local institutions the soundest and best that could be found anywhere, and he was filled with admiration for the political intelligence of her people. American respect for law and for intellectual distinction both impressed him. His republican sympathies were apparent in his comment that in the United States the greatness of a nation was substituted for individual greatness, a community for a king and his subjects, and attachment to the common good for loyalty to a crown. American political institutions seemed to him to result from and to reflect the national character even more than they moulded it. His belief in the separation of church and state was apparent in his conclusion that "not democracy in America, but free Christianity in America was the real key to the study of the people and their institutions." Since democracy, like all political arrangements, dealt with the shallower interests of man, he thought that deducing from it the more fundamental parts of the character of the people was reversing the proper order of causation.
No less apparent was the true Manchester School enthusiasm for laissez-faire in his conclusion that "Not the special form of the government, but the comparative absence of necessity for government, is the thing to be noted and admired, politically speaking, in the United States. The proper sphere of government is compulsion. The necessity for it in any given community is in inverse proportion to the social virtue and intelligence of the people. . .. It is destined to decrease as Christianity increases, and as force is superseded by social affection, and spontaneous combination for the common good. The more a community can afford to dispense with government, the more Christian it must be, and no great country has yet been able to dispense with government so much as America."3 Goldwin Smith's attachment to free trade was reflected in his opinion that Peel, Bright, and Cobden were the three men who had done most for the English people in the nineteenth century. His inclination to assume a certain divine merit for what he believed in, and his tendency to interpret history in the light of the present were both illustrated by his comment in an essay on Pitt that "in the mind of Pitt, as in that of Adam Smith, as in that of Cobden, as in the counsels of Providence, free trade was connected with a policy of peace and goodwill among nations.'" Despite this comprehensive tribute, Goldwin Smith was not a free trade purist, though he never altered his opinion that it was, as a rule, the dictate of plain common sense. He was, he said, a moderate free trader, who believed that there might well be practical exceptions to a practical principle. Fiscal and economic questions seemed to him matters not of inflexible law, but of expediency, to be settled in accordance with the merits or the particular case. He did not assume the absolute truth, as immutable principles, of either free trade or protection. Both, he thought, were alike out of the question on the North American continent under the circumstances which prevailed toward the end of the nineteenth century. Consequently he was quite prepared to grant, in a country like Canada where he made his home after 1871, that there might be something to be said for a temporary tariff to foster the development of young industries. But he never lost faith in commercial union, which he believed to be the logical prelude to the political union between Canada and the United States to which both Bright and Cobden had looked forward, and whose advent Goldwin Smith himself had foretold since the early eighteen-sixties. Hope deferred brought neither disillusionment nor doubt as to the rightness of his views. In 1902 be was still propbesying that the winter of protection on the North American continent was breaking up and that the spring of free trade was at hand. ' Like most otber men Goldwin Smith was both more radical and His enthusiasm for the political institutions of the United States led him to argue in favour of fixing by law both the duration of parliament and the time for elections in British countries. In later years he consistently minimized the importance of the distinctions between cabinet and presidential government, probably because their significance was commonly stressed by opponents of his favourite project of union between Canada and the United States. His approval of the cabinet system was in any event modified by his deep mistrust of parties, for he saw clearly enough that cabinet government necessarily rests upon party alignments. Although he realized the weaknesses of checks and balances he was convinced that democracy needed some bridle. The American safeguards of the separation of powers, the presidential veto, an indirectly elected Senate, and a written constitution interpreted by a Supreme Court, he contrasted with the defenceless and perilous position of Great Britain, with no bulwarks against revolution but an ancient and powerless monarchy and a doomed aristocracy. The only really effective conservative check in the United Kingdom to his mind was the non-payment of members of parliament, and this he foresaw would not last long. He concluded that England needed a written constitution, interpreted by a court of law, since informal traditions and understandings might be adequate as long as government was vested in statesmen with similar ideas who walked in ancestral paths, but did not command the same respect under totally different social conditions.
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The power of an American president, he noted shrewdly, was greater than was commonly supposed, and if the constitutions of England and America were compared with regard to their substance, instead of their form, it would be found that that of England approached more nearly to an aristocratic republic and that of the United States to a popular and elective monarchy. In Great Britain democracy h ad penetrated unawares beneath the mantle of the old feudal constitution, although people still fancied that power continued to reside in its monarchical and aristocratic forms. 8 There is a suggestion here of the distinction made by Bagehot some fifteen years earlier between the dignified and efficient parts of the constitution, and more than a suggestion of his famous comment that "a republic has insinuated itself beneath the folds of a monarchy." Goldwin Smith was convinced that among progressive nations hereditary government had had its day, and that election had become the only solid foundation for government, and the only real source of authority.
For the occupants of thrones, as involuntary captives, he felt a certain sympathy, but for the aristocracy he had no good word to say. It had become, in his eyes, merely a privileged class, subjected to the corrupting influences of luxury, wealth, and a social position assured without exertion. Nor was he prepared to marvel, with Matthew Arnold, that human beings in a position so false should on the whole be so good. Since public virtue was not hereditary, he saw no reason why titles should be. The British aristocracy struck him as the most formidable existing enemy to human progress and happiness, and his vitriolic attacks on the institutions of the governor-generalship and titles in Canada sprang from his conviction that "colonial f1unkeyism" in the New World was little short of a crime. Surely, he suggested, in a letter to a friend, there should be some limits to the fatuous worship of people who, as Macaulay said of George III, had "no merits but abstinence from adultery and a preference for roast mutton.'" For the House of Lords, as it was constituted, he had nothing but criticism, until it eventually in part redeemed itself in his eyes by rejecting Home Rule for Ireland, Asquith's "socialistic" legislation, and the Lloyd George budget.
His conviction that election was the only solid foundation for democracy did not blind him to the dangers of popular government. The selfworship of the sovereign people he found odious, and he constantly pointed out that democracy, like other forms of government, had its own special vices, being beset by corruption, by popular passion, by the ostracism of merit, by the oppression of classes not numerically strong, and above all, by faction, which in good eighteenth-century style was his common term for party. It would be difficult to say which he detested more, aristocracy or the party system. His violent attacks on party can be best understood in the light of the fact that the first half of his life was lived before any real organization of parties on a national scale had developed. In the eighteen-eighties Sir Henry Maine, in a cursory discussion of their role in popular governments, linked together as twin phenomena party and corruption. Lord Acton considered that Goldwin Smith, for all his vehemence against parties, had, if anything, understated the case against a system whose effects on the elected were no less disgraceful than on the electors, and which taught honourable mcn to say what they knew to be false and to advocate what they believed to be wrong. His proposal for the abolition of party, however, struck Acton as chimerica1.'o It was Goldwin Smith's contention that parties were justified when there were real issues of principle to divide them, but that in the absence of such issues, as for instance, in Canada, the system degenerated into a mere struggle for power between the ins and the outs. He thought the ordinary voter incapable of deciding upon the general policy of the country, since he had not the leisure, even if he had the knowledge and ability, to make an adequate study of the complex questions placed before him. The elector, transformed from a subject to a participant in sovereign power, found himself reduced to voting a straight party ticket. Nowhere but in politics, Goldwin Smith argued, was it proposed to thrust upon men responsibility of which evidently they could make no intelligent use. The theory that people were divided by nature into Conservatives or Liberal might best, he thought, be relegated to the sphere of comic opera, since the shades of temperamental differences, both political and otherwise, were numberless. In a sense there were as many natural parties as there were individuals, the same man being quite likely to be conservative on one question and radical on another, and the young being, as a rule, more progressive than the old. Burke's famous definition seemed to Goldwin Smith to read like a satire on actual parties. He only wished that Burke bad had an opportunity to attend an American national party con-
vention.
The theory that the sovereign people would elect the best men was, he contended, an illusion, since even in the improbable event that they were willing to do so, the best men would not allow themselves to be elected. Among other things, they could not afford it. Yet Goldwin Smith was never reconciled to the payment of members in Great Britain, thinking this merely an invitation to those who desired public office for the wrong motives, though after living in Canada he came regretfully to the conclusion that in a frontier community, where there was no leisured class of wealthy men, some payment was necessary.
On the question of party, as on other issues, he found tbe role of a destructive critic easier and more congenial than that of a constructive reformer. He had no more practical solution to offer for the ills of the party system than to recommend that it be abolished, that the members of the legislature be elected like those " of any otber board," and that they should then be allowed to nominate certain of their own body to serve as an administrative council. Many of his friends, as well as his opponents, argued with him concerning bis stand against parties, but they all had the same experience as Bryce, who declared that be was never able to extract from Goldwin Smitb, for all his political acumen and mastery of history, how democratic government could be carried on without them.
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Despite his fears as to what might be expected of the ordinary voter, in his early days he took an active part in the agitation for extending the franchise which preceded the passage of the Second Reform Act, with the result that he was denounced by Lord Elcho, during a parliamentary debate, as "an advocate of republicanism" whom it was strange to see holding a professorship at Oxford. Goldwin Smith repudiated as unjust, and ultimately as revolutionary, the doctrine which sentenced to perpetual exclusion from political rights five- sixths of the English people. He saw no remedy for the class government which England had in the nrid-nineteenth century save one which was truly national, and saw no foundation on which a truly national government could be based save the votes of the nation. He called, therefore, for a free parliament, arguing that those who thought that a fair distribution of political power would result in anarchy, and that order could be secured at the expense of justice, vastly underrated the good sense of the ordinary man.
The reasons for Mill's opposition to the secret ballot he could not comprehend, nor had he any faith in proportional representation, which he thought apt to result in "torpid compromise." An educational test for the franchise, however, seemed to him indispensable, and he criticized Disraeli's Second Reform Act, as it finally passed, on the ground that it was a stroke of party strategy, intended to "dish the Whigs" rather than to improve the government of the country, and likely to arrest progress by swamping intelligence. Similarly he criticized the Third Reform Act, partly because it enfranchised the illiterate, and partly because of the great increase of power which it gave to the Irish vote. In later years he argued that it was desirable that every one who was at all capable of using it well should have political power. But he did not think it desirable that people totally incapable of making a good use of power should possess it. "If government of the people is to be government of ignorance and irresponsibility, it will fall. To stand, it must be government by the intelligence of the community in the interest of the whole." He agreed that every man had a natural right to justice and fair treatment. But the idea that he had a natural right to political power, regardless of whether there was any chance of his using it for the benefit of the community, or of whether he knew anything about the question on which he was to vote, ought in Goldwin Smith's opinion to be "relegated to that limbo near the moon to which reason has now sent the Jeffersonian generalities of the preamble to the Declaration of Independence." University representation, such as existed in England and was suggested in Canada, he consistently opposed, believing that while if the universities were worth anything they would make their influence felt in politics, it was yet undesirable that they should be directly involved in party struggles. Theirs, he thought, should be neutral territory, and a serener air."
In an unguarded moment he had signed Mill's petition for extending the terms of the Second Reform Act to give women the suffrage. Of this early indiscretion he later, like Bright, bitterly and publicly repented. He gave as one reason for his change of heart on the subject that he had not then "seen the public life of women in the United States," and that he had since discovered that the most sensible women of his acquaintance viewed the prospect of the franchise with great mistrust. He believed that women would not be improved by politics, nor politics by women. Women, he remarked, had already invaded some of the male professions, and intended to invade the rest. They had usurped man's headgear and ulster, had made their way to the smoking-room, and had mounted the bicycle. He deplored the fact that political parties were prepared to make capital out of the revolt of woman, and he warned the Conservatives that the most active female politicians were sure to be radicals. The Conservative women, he prophesied, would stay at home. Even worse, the political woman would be an authoritative radical, prone not only to sentimental, but to arbitrary legislation. Women, he argued, were not an unrepresented class, but a sex, whose interests were completely identified with those of their husbands, brothers, and sons. Moreover, government rested ultimately on force, and force was male. This argument that government rests in the last resort on force, in contradistinction to T. H. Green's contention that will, not force, is tbe basis of the state, recurs in many of Goldwin Smith's writings, although on occasion he argued that in the New World at least the only conceivable basis for government was the national will. Yet he was troubled by .the consideration that it was government by the reason rather than the will of the people which was really needed, and that this popular representation could scarcely be trusted to ensure.
When in 1889 a proposal to give the vote to unmarried women property owners was being considered by the British parliament, Goldwin Smith wrote The Times asking, "To the denationalized factory hands, the ignorant farm labourers, and the rebel Irish, if you add the irresponsible emotions of the woman, what sort of a constituency will you have and in what hands will England be? "On this the Pall Mall Gazette commented: "Burke refused to draw an indictment against a nation, but Mr. Goldwin Smith has grown so hardened to drawing indictments against Ireland that he now thinks nothing of impeaching one half the human race."lS His attitude towards democracy was analogous to that of Mill and Bagehot and Maine. Like his illustrious contemporaries he believed that democracy was inevitable, and that it was, on the whole, good. Yet his intellectual approval, like theirs, was tempered by the conviction that it had its perils which required appropriate safeguards, and by .forebodings which he could not repress as to the outcome of government by collective mediocrity. Of all despots the worst, he thought, was a despotic assembly. Democracy he upheld; but demagogism, to which he considered all public bodies liable when prizes were available for unprincipled ambition, he deplored. The day came when he declared that the most remarkable example he knew of the difference between demagogism and liberalism was "the once almost seditious and now tyrannically Tory [Toronto] Globe."" Mill himself was not more distrustful of the tyranny of majorities. Was their right, asked .Goldwin Smith, divine? Were people in conscience bound to allow themselves to be voted to perdition? And what exactly was this people, whose worship had succeeded to the worship of kings, and was too often no less abject and no less subversive of political virtue? "On the lips of demagogues it means the masses without the classes, that is, without the education and intelligence.""
He was also at one with Mill in his belief that constitutions are not made, but grow, and that if they are to be strong and win respect, they must be developed by a nation out of its own circumstances and character, not imposeq. upon it from above . . "Free institutions," he wrote in 1890, "will not make free natures, and small is the number of those who are by nature free. Most of us crave for a sheepfold and · a · shibboleth." Happily, he concluded, political institutions killed as seldom as they cured. And if he could on occasion be scathing concerning the shortcomings of the ways in which free institutions actually worked, he yet believed profoundly in the greatness of the statesman's task. "If public life is the noblest of all callings," he more than once declared, "it is the vilest of all trades."'· Notwithstanding his fears about the various defects of democracy, Goldwin Smith yet thought it better than the alternatives of governmept by hereditary right or by sheer force. If we despair of democracy, he asked pertinently, whither are we to flee? Democracy was on trial. It was an experiment which the world could not help making, when despotism and feudalism had become outmoded, an experiment which promised the hope of far hetter things to come, hut one destined to be an arduous undertaking, both for his own and for succeeding generations. The nineteenth century, which had seen the birth· of democracy, seemed to him, despite all its blunders, shortcomings, and disappointments, incomparably more fruitful than any preceding century, both in real progress and in the increase of real happiness. Among the chief causes of the advent of democracy he considered the development of industry and popular education, but to these he thought there , must undoubtedly he added the influence of Christian beliefs on scciety and politics. It seemed to him both foolish and dangerous to take a ballot box for a universal regenerator, but no less foolish or dangerous to adopt Carlyle's hero worship and take a man for a god. He borrowed a phrase from Carlyle's own vocabulary in describing the doctrine that might makes right as "an everlasting lie." His inquiry as to what were the distinctive marks of the bell-wether and how people were to be sure that the god was not false, apply even more aptly to the twentieth century than to his own. That democracy, in its current form, would prove the last birth of time, he thought unlikely. The real task of statesmen was to enlighten it and if possible to organize it in such a way that the governing power should not be mere will or emotion but the reason and conscience of the community. A democratic government of passion, like that of the Jacobins, seemed to him of all tyrannies the most intolerable. Unless power was combined with a sense of duty it could only do harm, whether it was held by a tyrant or a mob.'" As he grew older, Goldwin Smith's hopes for democracy became somewhat dimmer and his fears of its possible excesses more lively, though he still liked to quote Bacon's maxim, "That which man changes not for the better, time, the great innovator, changes for the worse." When in 1893-4 he paid a seven months' visit to the United Kingdom, journalists asked him to comment on his impressions of the changes which had taken place in the British political scene since he had last been in England. The monarchy, he replied, had almost ceased to exercise any real political force, and the House of Commons had taken unto itself not only all the legislative power but also the virtual appointment of the executive. The majority in the Commons had become not only radical but revolutionary, responsive to the will GOLDWIN SMITH, LIBERAL · 167 of the wage-earners who, having secured political power, were now inclined to use it to effect industrial and social change. Lord Rosebery's ministry he described as "a Home Rule and Socialist Government." He was scandalized by the Newcastle Programme of 1891, while the Eight Hours Act and the Employers' Liability Bill both seemed to him an interference with liberty of contract. Next, he feared, would corne old age pensions. Though the party from which such measures emanated retained the name of Liberal, he held that it was, in truth, no longer Liberal, but socialistic. Members of parliament hardly kept up the pretence of voting according to their conscience, but obeyed the dictates of the caucus, till they were reduced to the status, not merely of delegates, but of political messengers. The members of the House of Lords at least had not sold their political souls to Mr. Schnadhorst or the Irish. Lacking any effective check, he feared that an English parliament might overnight change fundamental institutions, dismember the realm (i.e., grant Irish Horne Rule ) , or pass sweeping measures of agrarian confiscation.
What struck him most in England on his return to it after several years' absence was the decline of the landed gentry, once a great power in the country, but now impoverished, and the advance of semisocialism. An old Liberal like himself found "quite a different set of principles attached to the name from those in which he was brought up. Then we wanted to restrict government to its necessary functions, and leave the rest to individual initiative and decision. Now the tendency is greatly to enlarge the sphere of government, and extend it even to private and domestic matters. It may be, of course, that they are right and I am wrong, but all I want is that if they are going to place all these matters in the hands of 'government,' they should tell us what their government is to be. "18
The return to power of the Campbell-Bannerman and Asquith ministry in 1906 was not calculated to allay Goldwin Smith's fears. In private letters to friends he advocated "a general combination of Moderates to make head against Socialism and revolution." He thought Asquith able, but his party no longer entitled to style itself Liberal when it was in fact a jumble of liberalism, Home Rule, radicalism, labourism, and socialism. The Lloyd George budget was both socialistic and political. In a letter to Lord Channing, speaking of Lloyd George and Winston Churchill, he said, "I can conceive nothing worse befalling the country than its getting into the hands of such men, with an infuriated Socialism behind them. The certainty that they would presently share the fate of the Girondins would not be a great consolation."" Views enunciated at the age of eighty-six are not considered opinions, and should not be taken too seriously. Goldwin Smith's were certainly startling. His dislike of old age pensions, of the budget, and of Lloyd George and Churchill as people led him to offer the amazing advice, for a student of British constitutional problems, that the Lords should save the country by rejecting first the old age pensions bill and then the budget. It also led him to the even more extraordinary suggestion, in 1910, that the country should be saved by rallying the nation around the king. Fortunately he did not live to see the passage of the Parliament Act.
If Goldwin Smith was unable to agree with L. T. Hobhouse that socialism was the spiritual heir of liberalism, there was one liberal tenet from which he never deviated, a passionate belief in liberty, above all in freedom of opinion. Whole-hearted devotion to independent thought inspired his long career as a writer and was the major reason why he prefered the profession of a journalist to that of a politician, which he was frequently urged to adopt. He did not think it possible to be at the same time a journalist and the holder of public office, and he was by temperament far too much of an individualist ever to have been a good party man. One of his chief counts against parties was that they required great repression of individual opinion. A born controversialist, he never lacked convictions, nor suffered from doubts as to their rightness. Controversy did not seem to him an evil when conducted temperately. And in John Morley's opinion no onenot even Dizzy himself-was Goldwin Smith's equal in pungent controversy, nor could anyone write more perfect English. Discussion, he argued, was the only guarantee against the possible bad consequences of human speculation; since it was therefore necessary, it should not be condemned as offensive. The day, he hoped, would soon come when there was general agreement that liberty of opinion was the most precious of all liberties, and that complete freedom of discussion, "unchecked by threats either of faggots or of frowns" was the only conceivable guarantee of any kind of truth. In the democracies of the New World, he once remarked, where to be in a minority was perdition, political courage was not a common virtue." The courage to be in a minority, frequently a minority of one (for he had a genius for espousing unpopular causes), and yet to avow one's fruth openly, was a virtue which Goldwin Smith himself possessed to a high degree. He was never afraid to say what he thought was true. Journalism was his chosen calling because he believed that parliaments were losing much of their importance, and that the real theatre of deliberation was being transferred to the press and periodicals, where the great questions of the day were virtually settled. This view he supported by pointing out that parliamentary speeches largely reproduced arguments already heard outside the House, and that parliamentary divisions were chiefly notable as an index of public opinion. How far the process might go, with the spread of education, and what value parliamentary debates and division lists would in the end retain, he was not prepared to prophesy. But he thought it incontestable that the press, rather than parliament or the platform, had become the real forum of public debate, and that a good article or letter was worth as much as a good speech. This belief he certainly practised, as an effective and inveterate writer of letters to the press, as a brilliant essayist, and as probably the. last of the great pamphleteers. He was ready to admit that as society advanced it might demand some political guidance more responsible and more philosophical than that of the anonymous journalist. But in the latter half of the nineteenth century, at any rate, he had no doubt that the journalist reigned supreme, and that his pen had superseded, not only the sceptre of the monarch, but the tongue of the parliamentary orator. The fonnation, through the press, of the public opinion which the parliamentary vote merely reflected, seemed to Goldwin Smith a more important task than that of the member of parliament. Consequently he considered it essential to preserve responsible and independent journalism.
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His willingness to practise his precepts was illustrated when the Weekly Sun, in which he held a controlling interest, lost half of its circulation almost overnight, because of its outspoken opposition to the Boer War, at a time when the Dominion was in the first flush of warbred enthusiasm, fanned by almost every other journal in Englishspeaking Canada. When a critic (Sir John Willison) charged him with 
Goldwin
Smith clearly wore his liberalism with a difference. A Little Englander, he yet looked fOlWard to the coming together of the English-speaking peoples of the world in a wider and freer union than that of the nineteenth-century British Empire. An adherent of the Manchester School, he yet voted for Sir John A. Macdonald's National Policy. An advocate of colonial emancipation, he was a violent opponent of Irish Home Rule. A Liberal Unionist, he was a bitter critic of absentee Irish landlords and preached incessantly that dependencies were destined to become independent. Nothing ever convinced him that Home Rule would be good for Ireland or that independence within the Empire was seriously possible for Canada. H e believed in an extended franchise, but not for women; he supported the removal of restrictions upon trade union activities, but abhorred strikes and class bitterness; he favoured the free development of creeds and cultures, but deplored those of French Canada. There was truth in a contemporary critic's description of him as "an arrested Liberal." A Peelite at heart and the last of the early Victorians, his liberalism seems to have been arrested about the time when he left England in 1868, to make his home on thi s side of the Atlantic. H e was then forty-five, an age at which most men's opinions have become set. Sceptical and somewhat gloomy by temperament, his cynicism was developed by first-hand contact with the less attractive side of North American democracy, though at the same time he was quick to admire its virtues.
Goldwin Smith described himself to a friend , in the eighteenseventies, as a republican. Certainly he went farther than most Liberals in his detestation of the aristocracy and in the remarkably low value which he set upon the retention of the monarchy. Ten years later he thought he deserved the name of radical, but protested that no Conservative could be more opposed to revolution. He wrote with a touch of wistfulness in 1890 that "a loyal Englishman and a Unionist who is not a jingo, a Liberal who is not a Socialist or Revolutionist, is now a nondescript, for whom hardly any haven of refuge is open in the press." "An old-fashioned Liberal," he later lamented, "who is satisfied with political and social justice, national independence, and the full measure of individual liberty consistent with law, finds himself out of touch with his age and regarded as a political and social mastodon." An English reporter's description of him in 1907 as "a well-known exponent of Canadian Conservative opinion," must have been equally startling to Goldwin Smith and to Canadian Conservatives. But he was pleased when, two years before his death, a friend spoke of him as one who had kept the traditions of the old Radicals. An old Radical, he affinned, was his right designation, and the one he meant to give the porter at the gate of heaven."
His comment that most people were conservative on some points and radical on others applied with peculiar force to himself. And he had a genius for being radical on matters concerning which most Canadians were conservative, and conservative where most Canadians were progressive. His aversions were many and his enthusiasms few. Yet by the end of his days, after experiencing years of being one of the most unpopular men in Canada, he had finally won the whole-hearted respect of his adopted country (where he occupied a position midway between that of an oracle and a censor ), although it almost always refused to follow his advice. His in fl uence-and want of it-was indicated by the saying that there were three parties in Canada : the Liberals, the Conservatives, and Goldwin Smith. No one ever denied his courage or his complete integrity. What he lacked was sound judgment and the admittedly rare capacity for sympathetic understanding of a point of view which he did not share. He was a true son of the home of lost causes. As for loyalties, those which imperialists thought impossible seemed common sense to him. Time has justified his belief that loyalty to Britain and to English traditions is compatible with the conviction that the days of a dependent colonial empire arc numbered.
To the charge that he was a false prophet, who invariably espoused the cause of the underdog and the losing side, Goldwin Smith countered with equanimity that he was content to await the verdict of history. He pointed out that he had supported the repeal of the Com Laws, the extension of the suffrage, and university refonn. He had advocated the disestablishment of the Irish Church, the legalization of trade unions, and the extension of colonial self-government. He had defended the side of the North against the South in the American Civil War and had attacked the part played by England in both the Crimean and the Boer Wars. He admitted that his views concerning the future destiny of Canada had not been vindicated, but contended that the subject was not yet settled. Somewhat surprisingly he added that he was always for Canadian nationality, and the trend was in that direction?'
In a letter to a friend , written a few years before his death, he ad- mitted the justice of a comment recently made about him by the Canadian correspondent of The Times, to the effect that an old man was apt to cleave to his old ideas. "Myoid ideas," Goldwin Smith observed, "are that morality is the foundation of the State, that a free commonwealth is better than an empire, that unnecessary war is crime and folly, and that a great industrial nation, dependent for its supplies of food and raw material on importation from abroad, is specially interested in the maintenance of peace. A tidal wave of the opposite sentiments just now prevails. But I am old enough to have stood more than once on the dry shore where a tidal wave has been."25 25Letter to Mr. John Ogilvy, vice-president of the Dundee Liberal Association, published in the Manchester Guardian, March 31, 1902.
